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Brief experimental analyses of oral reading fluency were conducted with 4 participants
who had been referred by teachers and parents for reading problems. The procedures
involved the sequential application of reading interventions to improve students’ oral
reading fluency. Following a baseline condition, instructional treatments were combined
with prior conditions until there was improvement in oral reading fluency in the instruc-
tional passages and passages with high content overlap. Differentiated response patterns,
assessed via a multielement design, were obtained for all participants. Results are discussed
in terms of the potential benefits and limitations of conducting brief experimental analyses
for selecting reading interventions.
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The goal of instruction is for curricular
demands and materials to occasion student
responding without additional assistance or
prompting. In other words, we say that stu-
dents ‘‘learn’’ an academic task when their
responding comes under the control of ap-
propriate academic stimuli (Vargas, 1984).
With respect to oral reading, Skinner (1957)
described the basic process in the following
way: ‘‘When a child learns to read, many
verbal operants are set up in which specific
responses come under the control of visual
. . . stimuli’’ (p. 65). Making sound–symbol

Address correspondence to Edward J. Daly, III,
School Psychology Program, College of Education,
P.O. Box 210002, University of Cincinnati, Cincin-
nati, Ohio 45221-0002 (E-mail: edward.daly@uc.edu).

associations must become fluent and durable
(i.e., compete with other responses across
time and passages) for students to become
proficient readers who ‘‘comprehend’’ what
they are reading (Adams, 1990; Binder,
1996). A nonproficient reader displays low
rates of responding, presumably because the
configurations of letters that make up the
words in a text fail to function as discrimi-
native stimuli.

A substantial amount of treatment re-
search has been conducted on the effects of
various interventions on students’ oral read-
ing fluency (Daly, Lentz, & Boyer, 1996;
Lentz, 1988; Martens, Witt, Daly, & Voll-
mer, 1999). Most investigations have in-
volved comparing the effects of one set of
procedures with other procedures. Because
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oral reading fluency is sensitive to instruc-
tional changes (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986;
Shinn, 1989), it has been used in treatment
research to evaluate the immediate effects of
reading interventions on student perfor-
mance.

Research in this area has permitted some
inferences regarding the predictable effects of
various principles of instruction. Specifically,
different instructional techniques can be uti-
lized to maximize the likelihood of active
student responding for students at different
proficiency levels (Haring, Lovitt, Eaton, &
Hansen, 1978; Howell, Fox, & Morehead,
1993; Wolery, Bailey, & Sugai, 1988). Be-
cause of the wealth of existing treatment re-
search in this area, behavior analysts have
become increasingly interested in providing
educators with efficient and reliable meth-
odologies for evaluating and selecting useful
intervention components. Functional assess-
ment may prove useful for this purpose, es-
pecially when used in conjunction with em-
pirically derived principles of academic in-
struction.

Reports of attempts to evaluate potential
treatment components efficiently have re-
cently appeared in the literature (Cooper et
al., 1992; Harding, Wacker, Cooper, Mil-
lard, & Jensen-Kovalan, 1994). This ap-
proach to functional assessment is character-
ized by brief test conditions administered
singly and, in the case of Harding et al., by
hierarchically ordered treatments. The brief
and hierarchically ordered nature of the an-
alyses may increase their potential applica-
bility to settings in which time is a signifi-
cant factor in the delivery of services.

McComas et al. (1996) extended this ap-
proach to academic responding when they
conducted experimental analyses of spelling
and reading comprehension by alternating
instructional strategies within a brief multi-
element design. Four students with learning
disabilities participated in the study, and in-
structional strategies were developed based

on those reportedly used by the classroom
teacher. Each strategy was introduced in se-
quence until improvements in performance
were obtained, at which time the effective
and ineffective procedures were alternated
within a brief multielement design. Results
showed changes in academic performance to
be associated with at least one instructional
strategy for each child.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate
the effects of reading interventions grouped
hierarchically as a treatment package to de-
velop individualized treatment recommen-
dations for students who experience difficul-
ties learning to read. Through the use of a
brief multielement design, treatments were
applied to independent passages, and their
effects were compared to baseline and to
other treatments. When a treatment or com-
bination of treatments improved student re-
sponding, a brief reversal was conducted to
partially confirm the pattern of effects across
passages. In addition, probes that contained
many of the same words as the passages in
which treatments were conducted, but in a
different configuration, were administered to
assess improved fluency in an untreated pas-
sage.

METHOD

Participants
Participants were 4 students who had

been referred for reading problems. All 4
students were in regular education class-
rooms. Two students had been referred by
teachers, and 2 students had been referred
by parents. Teachers and parents reported
that the students were having difficulty
learning to read and were seeking recom-
mendations for reading interventions. None
of the participants was receiving special ed-
ucation services.

Participants were 2 girls (Michelle and
Jill) and 2 boys (Stephen and Jacob). Teach-
ers and parents were asked to report the stu-
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Table 1
Passages: Number of Words and Readability

Passages
Mean length

(range)
Mean readability

(range)

First grade
Instructional
HCO

114 (96–154)
99 (83–128)

1.57 (1.4–1.9)
1.9 (1.5–2.1)

Second grade
Instructional
HCO

118 (89–138)
100 (87–133)

2.29 (2–2.6)
2.94 (2.3–3.7)

Fifth grade
Instructional
HCO

160 (126–188)
112 (92–130)

5.72 (5.5–6.4)
5.98 (5.3–6.9)

Note. HCO 5 high content overlap.

dents’ grade level, and teachers were asked
to report the grade level at which the stu-
dents were being instructed. Michelle (6
years 7 months) was in first grade and was
being instructed at a first-grade reading level.
Jacob (8 years 10 months) was in second
grade and was being instructed at a second-
grade reading level. Stephen (9 years 8
months) was in third grade and was being
instructed at a second-grade reading level.
Jill (12 years 8 months) was in sixth grade
and was being instructed at a fifth-grade
reading level. Jill’s responses to the first five
instructional passages were reported previ-
ously in Daly, Witt, Martens, and Dool
(1997) as a case study.

Materials
Instructional passages. Passages were drawn

randomly from the Silver, Burdett, and Ginn
basal reading series (Pearson et al., 1989).
Only narrative and expository texts were
used. The length (i.e., number of words) and
readability of the passages are presented in
Table 1. Readability scores for the first- and
second-grade passages were computed using
the Spache formula, which estimates the dif-
ficulty level of first- through third-grade pas-
sages (Spache, 1953). Readability scores
were calculated for each of the fifth-grade
passages using the Dale-Chall formula,

which estimates the difficulty level of pas-
sages fourth grade and above (Dale & Chall,
1948).

High content overlap passages. High con-
tent overlap (HCO) passages were passages
that contained a large percentage of the same
words in a corresponding instructional pas-
sage (Daly, Martens, Kilmer, & Massie,
1996). The HCO passages for the first-, sec-
ond-, and fifth-grade levels were created by
rewriting the original passages using most of
the words from the original passage as a dif-
ferent story. The length (i.e., number of
words) and readability of the passages are
presented in Table 1. The HCO passages on
average were slightly more difficult than the
corresponding instructional passages. The
percentage of words overlapping with a cor-
responding instructional passage was calcu-
lated for each passage by dividing the num-
ber of words that appeared in both passages
by the total number of words in the HCO
passage. The average amount of word over-
lap was 87% for the first-grade passages
(range, 77.8% to 98.5%), 85% for the sec-
ond-grade passages (range, 79.8% to
94.3%), and 85% for the fifth-grade passag-
es (range, 80.2% to 89.2%).

Dependent Variable

The effects of treatment conditions on
students’ reading were assessed by measuring
the number of correctly read words (CRW)
per minute in instructional and HCO pas-
sages. A correctly read word was defined as
a word that was pronounced correctly in 3
s. While the student read a passage aloud,
the examiner scored CRW and marked er-
rors during the 1st minute. One participant
(Jill) read some of the passages in less than
1 min. In this case, her score was prorated
by dividing the number of CRW by the time
(in seconds) and multiplying by 60 to obtain
an estimate of CRW per minute. An audio-
cassette recorder was used to tape the stu-
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dents’ reading samples for the purpose of as-
sessing interscorer agreement.

Independent Variables and Treatment
Conditions

The treatment strategies included the fol-
lowing components: a reward for rapid read-
ing (RE; Lovitt, Eaton, Kirkwood, & Pelan-
der, 1971), repeated readings (RR; Rashotte
& Torgesen, 1985), listening passage pre-
view (LPP; Daly & Martens, 1994), appli-
cation of a treatment to both the instruc-
tional and the HCO text (sequential modi-
fication, SM; Stokes & Baer, 1977), and
lowering the difficulty level of the materials
by using passages that were taken from one
level lower than the prior level at which the
student was being instructed (easier materi-
als, EM; Daly, Martens, Kilmer, & Massie,
1996).

Individual conditions contained one or
more of these treatment components. The
conditions were not intended to be equated
for antecedent modeling or prompting, op-
portunities to respond, or feedback. Rather,
as conditions were administered, if perfor-
mance did not improve, the treatment was
augmented by adding further components to
subsequent treatment conditions. Baseline
was first administered. The general sequence
of treatment conditions was RE, followed by
RR, followed by LPP/RR (LPP was added
to RR by having the experimenter read the
passage to the participant during the first
pass through the text). In many cases, a
treatment (e.g., RR) was applied to both the
instructional and the HCO texts (RR/SM).
In other cases, treatment conditions were
augmented by using easier texts (e.g., LPP/
RR/EM).

Baseline. No instruction was provided in
baseline. The participant first read the entire
instructional passage. He or she then read
the HCO passage for 1 min. Having the
participant read the entire instructional pas-
sage in baseline controlled for opportunities

to respond relative to the treatment condi-
tions in which the participant read the in-
structional passage in its entirety at least
once.

Reward. Following baseline, RE was al-
ways the first intervention strategy adminis-
tered. Students were asked to choose three
items from an informal reinforcement survey
that they would be willing to work for in
order of preference. Criteria for performance
were based on Shapiro’s (1996) recommend-
ed criteria for mastery rates (60 CRW per
minute for first and second grade and 100
CRW per minute for third through sixth
grade). The student was told that if he or
she read the entire passage at a rate greater
than 60 CRW per minute for the first- and
second-grade passages (described as how
quickly the participant needed to read the
entire passage in minutes and seconds) or
100 CRW per minute for the fifth-grade
passages, he or she could have the first pre-
ferred item reported in the survey. The stu-
dent was also told that if he or she read the
passage at a rate approximately equal to 60
CRW per minute for the first- and second-
grade passages or 100 CRW per minute for
the fifth-grade passages, he or she could have
the second preferred item reported in the
survey. Finally, the student was told that if
he or she read the passage in just under the
rate approximately equal to 60 CRW per
minute for the first- and second-grade pas-
sages or 100 CRW per minute for the fifth-
grade passages, he or she could have the
third preferred item. All three preferred
items were shown to the student before the
condition was administered. If offering a re-
ward in this manner improved fluency, there
would be little need to evaluate other in-
structional strategies. Rewards were offered
in no other conditions. Participants were ex-
posed to each passage (i.e., instructional and
HCO) only once in this condition. Assess-
ment results were based on the 1st minute
of reading in both passages.
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Repeated readings. RR was implemented
next because it requires less adult involve-
ment than other treatment strategies that
may involve modeling or error correction.
RR was intended to increase students’ op-
portunities to respond in curricular materials
by having them read the passage repeatedly
four times. Each time, the experimenter told
the student how quickly he or she read the
passage. Assessment results were based on
the 1st minute of the last reading of the text.

Repeated readings/sequential modification.
If RR did not lead to improved perfor-
mance, subsequent components were com-
bined with the RR condition. RR/SM was
conducted if there was a clearly visible im-
provement in performance in the instruc-
tional text under RR but not in the HCO
text. Following RR in the instructional text,
the experimenter conducted RR in the
HCO text.

Listening passage preview/repeated readings.
If RR did not improve performance in the
instructional condition, the experimenter
first read the passage to the student (to mod-
el fluent reading and provide a practice op-
portunity for words that the student could
already read). Next, the experimenter had
the student read the passage aloud three
times while he or she received feedback from
the experimenter about how quickly he or
she read the passage. This condition main-
tained the same number of opportunities to
respond as the RR condition (i.e., the stu-
dents were exposed to the passage four
times) but added modeling of fluent reading.

Listening passage preview/repeated readings/
sequential modification. LPP/RR/SM was
conducted if there was a clear improvement
in performance in the instructional text un-
der LPP/RR but not in the HCO text. Fol-
lowing LPP/RR in the instructional text, the
experimenter conducted LPP/RR in the
HCO text.

Listening passage preview/repeated readings/
easier materials. LPP/RR/EM was conducted

if performance did not improve in the in-
structional text under LPP/RR; it was hy-
pothesized that the student would benefit
from instruction using less difficult reading
materials. In this condition, LPP/RR was ad-
ministered in materials one grade below the
level of materials used in prior conditions.

Experimental Design and Procedures

A brief multielement design was used to
compare the effects of treatment conditions
to baseline and to other treatment condi-
tions (Cooper et al., 1992; Harding et al.,
1994). Following baseline (during which the
students’ oral reading fluency was assessed in
both the instructional and HCO passages),
treatments were ordered based on consider-
ations of how much adult involvement was
necessary to administer the treatments as
well as the results of the prior condition.
Each successive intervention required more
adult involvement than the prior treatment
conditions; for example, supervision of re-
peated readings was followed by having the
experimenter read to the student, which may
have been followed by using materials of a
difficulty level that was different from that
which was currently being used with the stu-
dent in the classroom. The purpose was to
identify the treatment package that required
the minimum amount of adult involvement
necessary to produce performance that was
clearly discriminable from baseline and pre-
ceding treatment conditions.

All sessions were conducted individually
in a school or university setting, or at the
home of the child in the case of 1 partici-
pant, and no more than two conditions were
attempted in one meeting. The general se-
quence of the treatment sessions was as fol-
lows: Treatment was applied to the instruc-
tional text, and performance was assessed
during the final reading of the instructional
passage; performance was then assessed in
the HCO text. In conditions that incorpo-
rated SM, treatment was applied to the
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Table 2
Order of Treatments Administered to Participants

Participant

Treatment conditions

RE RR RR/SM LPP/RR LPP/RR/SM LPP/RR/EM

Jill
Stephen
Michelle
Jacob

●
●
●
●

●
●
●
●

●
●

●
●

●
●

Note. RE 5 reward; RR 5 repeated readings; RR/SM 5 repeated readings/sequential modification; LPP/RR 5 listening
passage preview/repeated readings; LPP/RR/SM 5 listening passage preview/repeated readings/sequential modification; LPP/
RR/EM 5 listening passage preview/repeated readings/easier materials.

HCO text after treatment and assessment in
the instructional text and before assessment
in the HCO text. Each condition was ad-
ministered with an independent set of in-
structional and HCO passages (Sindelar, Ro-
senberg, & Wilson, 1985). When a treat-
ment was readministered, a different set of
passages was used.

During assessment in the instructional
passage, although only words read correctly
during the 1st minute of reading were cal-
culated, the participant read the entire pas-
sage (an exposure that was a component of
treatment); during assessment in the HCO
passage, the participant read the passage for
only 1 min during the last reading of the
passage. The experimenters followed scripts
that held feedback and correction constant
across conditions. The experimenter praised
the student with encouraging statements but
did not provide praise for specific perfor-
mance levels.

Table 2 contains a list of treatment con-
ditions for all participants in the order in
which they were administered. RR/SM was
the last treatment received by Stephen and
Jill. LPP/RR/SM was the last treatment re-
ceived by Michelle. LPP/RR/EM was the
last treatment received by Jacob. When an
intervention led to a clearly visible difference
in performance relative to baseline and other
treatment conditions, a minireversal was
conducted. The minireversal consisted of a

baseline condition followed by the last effec-
tive treatment condition.

Interobserver Agreement

An observer independently scored the as-
sessment passages to assess interobserver
agreement. Three individuals served as ob-
servers. The observer listened to an audio-
cassette recording of the session to score stu-
dent performance on the assessment passag-
es. Each word was scored as correct or in-
correct. Interobserver agreement was
computed by dividing the number of agree-
ments (i.e., on words read correctly and
words read incorrectly) on a word-by-word
basis by the total number of words in the
passage (which represented all possible agree-
ments and disagreements). In all, 56 (76%)
of the assessment passages were assessed for
interobserver agreement. The mean inter-
observer agreement was 97% (range, 82% to
100%).

Treatment Integrity

The independent observers also assessed
treatment integrity during 28 (76%) of the
treatment assessment conditions. Using a
checklist that described the instruction-as-
sessment sequence for each treatment con-
dition, the observer recorded whether the
step was completed. The average correct im-
plementation of experimental conditions was
96% (range, 71% to 100%).
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RESULTS

The individual performances of the 4 par-
ticipants are displayed in Figures 1 and 2 as
CRW per minute in instructional and HCO
passages. All participants improved their
reading fluency in at least one condition rel-
ative to baseline in the instructional passag-
es. All 4 participants also improved their
reading fluency in at least one condition rel-
ative to baseline in the HCO passages. Fi-
nally, all participants improved their reading
fluency in one treatment condition relative
to prior treatments in both the instructional
and HCO passages. Experimental control
was demonstrated via a minireversal for all
participants. Results are described below
based on visually discriminable changes in
level of responding across conditions.

Jill and Stephen showed the most im-
proved performance in the RR/SM condi-
tion (see Figure 1). During the course of the
assessment, RR was administered twice to
Jill (with a baseline assessment interspersed)
when it appeared that her reading fluency
increased in the instructional passage of this
condition. A decision was made, however, to
apply RR to the HCO passage as well to
observe the effects of its application across
passages. These results suggested that there
was an incremental benefit in Jill’s case to
repeatedly applying RR across texts with
high content overlap.

Stephen’s performance in all RR condi-
tions (including RR and RR/SM) was higher
than in all other conditions (including both
baseline and RE conditions) in the instruc-
tional passage. There was more variability in
his performance in the HCO passages. Al-
though his highest performance in the HCO
passage was in the second administration of
the RR/SM condition, his performance in
the first administration of this condition was
not higher than the initial baseline or the
RR condition.

Michelle’s best performance occurred in

the LPP/RR/SM condition (see Figure 2).
Michelle’s reading fluency nearly doubled in
both the instructional and the HCO passag-
es relative to baseline when LPP/RR was ap-
plied to both passages. The repeated appli-
cation of LPP/RR across texts with high
content overlap led to improved perfor-
mance in both passages relative to no in-
struction and prior instructional conditions
for Michelle. It appears that there was an
incremental benefit to applying this treat-
ment repeatedly under the condition of high
content overlap.

The LPP/RR/EM condition led to the
largest treatment effect for Jacob (see Figure
2). Under this condition, his reading fluency
in both the instructional and the HCO pas-
sages was higher in the LPP/RR/EM con-
dition than in any other condition, suggest-
ing that conducting LPP/RR in easier ma-
terials led to higher fluency rates when com-
pared to no instruction and that there was
an incremental benefit in applying this con-
dition relative to conducting LPP/RR in
more difficult instructional materials.

DISCUSSION

The results of this investigation indicated
that it may be possible to conduct brief an-
alyses of the effects of combining instruc-
tional components on students’ oral reading
fluency. These procedures hold promise for
applied settings in which educators can ef-
ficiently probe reading interventions in an
idiographic manner prior to making treat-
ment recommendations. Moreover, these
procedures can be conducted quickly and re-
peatedly during the school year. At the very
least, they may rule out potentially ineffec-
tive conditions by identifying treatments
that fail to produce immediate results. How-
ever, it is likely that brief experimental ana-
lyses of this type will not produce clearly
discrminable results across conditions for all
students in future applications. In this case,
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Figure 1. Number of words read correctly per minute in instructional and HCO passages for Jill and
Stephen. B 5 baseline; RE 5 reward; RR 5 repeated readings; RR/SM 5 repeated readings/sequential mod-
ification.

the analysis might be extended across pas-
sages through the application of a multiele-
ment design to examine whether clearly dis-
criminable data series emerge across treat-
ments. Therefore, the value of this type of
analysis may be best appreciated within a de-
cision framework for progressing from brief

to more extended experimental analyses
(Vollmer, Marcus, Ringdahl, & Roane,
1995). The efficiency of the procedures and
their emphasis on academic performance
may serve to stimulate and broaden future
research on the development of functional
assessment strategies in educational settings.
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Figure 2. Number of words read correctly per minute in instructional and HCO passages for Michelle and
Jacob. B 5 baseline; RE 5 reward; RR 5 repeated readings; LPP/RR 5 listening passage preview/repeated
readings; LPP/RR/SM 5 listening passage preview/repeated readings/sequential modification; LPP/RR/EM 5
listening passage preview/repeated readings/easier materials.

The attempt to assess generalization across
passages with high content overlap was a
unique feature of the procedures, but re-
peated application of treatments to the
HCO passages was necessary for all but 1
child. This finding suggests that, although

oral reading fluency is a sensitive measure,
generalization cannot be assumed. The
HCO passages served initially as probes. If
improved performance was not observed in
the HCO passage, it then served as material
in which instruction was delivered. Whether
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the sequential application of treatments
across passages enhances reading of usual
texts is a subject for future research.

Successful, repeated application of a treat-
ment occurred during five conditions for 3
of the participants (Jill, Stephen, and Mich-
elle). In three of these conditions, respond-
ing in the HCO passage was higher than in
the instructional passage; responding in the
HCO passage was either equal to or lower
than in the instructional passage for the re-
maining conditions. It is not immediately
apparent why higher response rates were not
obtained in the HCO passages for a larger
percentage of conditions. One would expect
that the repeated application of the treat-
ment across passages with high content over-
lap should lead to higher response rates in
the HCO passages relative to the instruc-
tional passages in virtually all conditions.
The fact that the first-, second-, and fifth-
grade HCO passages were slightly more dif-
ficult than the instructional passages (ac-
cording to the readability analyses) might
provide a clue to this finding. Further inves-
tigation of the mechanisms that lead to gen-
eralization of academic responding is neces-
sary to clarify this issue.

Future investigations should examine
whether factors such as differences in passage
difficulty across instructional and HCO pas-
sages affect outcomes differentially. Future
investigations should also examine how dif-
ferences in difficulty level interact with dif-
ferent types of instruction. Alternately, it
may be that the participants did not have
the endurance to maintain high performance
levels throughout the session (Binder, 1996).
This hypothesis could be investigated in the
future by asking students to read the entire
passage and measuring CRW for each min-
ute of reading rather than asking them to
read for 1 min, permitting an analysis of
within-session variability (Vollmer et al.,
1995).

This article reports one way in which

treatments were ordered and combined se-
quentially. We assumed that assessment
should begin at the level at which the teach-
er was currently providing instruction. We
assumed also that interventions that im-
proved responding at the level at which the
student was being instructed would be
viewed more favorably and probably be im-
plemented with greater integrity by the class-
room teacher. Teachers often group students
for reading instruction and may find it dif-
ficult to change the materials for an individ-
ual child (i.e., the one referred for interven-
tion). For this reason, we placed the analysis
of the role of easier materials at the end of
the sequence. Future research in this area
should examine alternate sequences of treat-
ment conditions and the utility of other con-
ceptual rationales for ordering treatments to
determine whether there are more efficient
ways to conduct such analyses.

Comparison of results across students
brings up the obvious question of how cri-
teria for evaluating effects and deciding on
treatment recommendations can be speci-
fied, given the idiographic nature of the an-
alyses. Because students are responding at
different levels at baseline depending on the
difficulty of the materials, standardized cri-
teria for outcome effects are not likely to be
helpful. An increase of 10 CRW per minute
for a student reading 30 CRW per minute
is a much larger increase than for a student
reading 75 CRW per minute. Describing the
criteria as a proportion of baseline levels of
performance is also not likely to be helpful,
because students who are only slightly be-
hind (e.g., a fifth-grade student reading 110
CRW per minute) may be approaching the
limits of a theoretical parameter for respond-
ing when an arbitrary proportion (e.g., a
30% improvement over baseline) is im-
posed. At the very least, it is reasonable to
assume that the criterion would need to be
at different fluency levels, reducing its utility
in the first place. Further research is needed
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to understand the ‘‘elasticity’’ of oral reading
(i.e., how amenable it is to change under the
best possible conditions) to assist in opera-
tionalizing decisions about which treatment
is most likely to maximize response rates on
a daily basis and the associated long-term
effects of such instructional modifications.

Another limitation of this study is that the
proximity of treatment and assessment does
not permit conclusions regarding the long-
term effects of the interventions. The pro-
cedures in this study reflect current practices
in assessing dependent variables in academic
intervention research. The purpose of this
investigation was to distill this type of anal-
ysis into a brief format for making treatment
recommendations. Additional research
should be conducted to further evaluate the
internal and external validity of the proce-
dures. For instance, the brief analyses of
reading interventions can be evaluated by
comparing their results to extended experi-
mental analyses using a multielement design.
They can also be evaluated by examining the
results that they produce in natural class-
room settings across time. Investigations of
this type may provide information regarding
the accuracy of brief experimental analyses
in identifying incrementally useful interven-
tions for improving oral reading fluency.
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STUDY QUESTIONS

1. According to the authors, under what conditions would one conclude that learning has occurred? How did
this definition differ somewhat from that used as the dependent variable in the study?

2. How were the high content overlap (HCO) passages constructed, and what was their purpose?

3. What was the dependent variable? How was it defined and scored?

4. Describe the basic features of the reward (RE), repeated readings (RR), and listening passage preview (LPP)
treatment components.

5. What general strategy was used to determine the order in which treatments were implemented?

6. What appeared to be the most effective intervention for each student, based on performance during instruc-
tional passages? What additional procedures were required to improve performance during the HCO pas-
sages?

7. Given that the RE condition produced little or no change in the performance of any of the participants,
how would you respond to a critic’s claim that ‘‘Reinforcement is ineffective as a means of improving reading
performance’’?

8. What is the main benefit and limitation of the brief assessment procedure illustrated in this study?

Questions prepared by Rachel H. Thompson and Michele D. Wallace, The University of Florida


